Abstract
1 ("diet* diversity") AND (household* OR family OR woman OR women OR child* OR infant*) AND ("agricultur* intervention" OR "agricultur* program" OR "agricultur* growth" OR "home* food production" OR "farm* production" OR "household production" OR "crop production" OR "biomass production" OR "farm productivity" OR "agricultur* productivity" OR "food crop*" OR "cash crop*" OR "cash-cropping" OR "commercial agriculture" OR "farming contract" OR "agricultur* diversity" OR "production diversity" OR "crop diversity" OR "crop diversification" OR "product diversification" OR "biodiversity" OR "agrobiodiversity" OR "agro-biodiversity" OR "agricultural intensification" OR "aquaculture" OR "agriculture-aquaculture" OR "fisher*" OR "fishing" OR "livestock ownership" OR "livestock rearing" OR "bio-fortification" OR "biofortification" OR "irrigation" OR "women's empowerment" OR "seed" OR "intercropping" OR "land-use"). For the PubMed search, the terms were not truncated.
Following the two screening stages, each of the remaining studies was critically appraised for 136 use and interpretation of FGIs. First, studies were categorized by whether they measured dietary 137 diversity at the household level, individual level or both. The studies were then categorized by 138 whether they used a standard FGI, i.e. HDDS, MDD, WDDS, or MDD-W. Those that did use 139 a standard FGI were assessed for consistency with the published guidance based on three 140 criteria: 1) recall period, 2) food group classification and 3) use or not of a cut-off for creating 141 a categorical indicator. Studies that did not use a standard FGI were excluded from the appraisal 142 for these three criteria. For the remaining that did use a standard FGI, the recall period was 143 judged as "consistent" if the study used a 24-hour recall, otherwise "inconsistent". Studies using 144 secondary data from Household Consumption and Expenditure Surveys (HCES) to construct 145 an FGI were excluded from assessment of this criterion because HCES systematically use 146 longer recall periods. The food group classification was judged as "consistent" if the study used 147 the recommended number of food groups and food group definitions, otherwise "inconsistent".
148
The use of a cut-off was judged as "consistent" if the recommended thresholds for the MDD 149 and MDD-W were used, if no ad hoc cut-off was applied to the HDDS or the WDDS since 150 these two indicators do not have recommended thresholds, or if cut points based on a quantile 151 distribution of the dietary diversity score were applied to the HDDS or WDDS. This element 152 was judged as "inconsistent" if other cut-off approaches were used or were not used when 153 appropriate to do so.
154
The full set of studies, including those that did not use one of the four standard indicators, was 155 assessed on how the FGI employed was interpreted in relation to the level of analysis. The 156 interpretation of the FGI was judged as "correct" if consistent with the level at which it was consistent with the objective of the study and level of analysis. An intermediate judgment of
161
"partially correct" was assigned when the interpretation of the results was consistent with the 162 level of analysis, thus correct, but either the indicator was not strictly appropriate for the 163 research question or the investigators interpreted a household level indicator as a measurement 164 of nutrition or diet quality in the introduction or discussion section of the paper.
165
All disagreements among reviewing co-authors regarding the critical assessment were resolved 166 through discussion. 
Results

169
Description of the studies
170
As presented in Figure 1, Table 2 lists the results of the assessment based on the four criteria, shown separately for studies 196 using HCES data, other household level data and individual level data (see Appendices A, B 197 and C for detailed description of the reviewed studies). 
222
The reason for the interpretation of the FGI being rated as "misleading" was a mismatch 223 between study objective, level of analysis and interpretation. This rating was given to studies 224 that a) specifically interpreted a household level FGI applied to households as a measure of 225 "household diet quality", "household nutrition or nutritional status", or "food and nutrition Another strength is the consistent use of two or more independent screeners to reduce errors in 324 data extraction, as recommended by Buscemi et al. (2006) . A limitation is that the review 325 included only articles published in English. between diversity of production and dietary diversity in smallholder households (Jones, 2017b; 346 Sibhatu and Qaim, 2018). However, further reviews and meta-analyses would greatly benefit 347 from better efforts to harmonize the way FGIs are used and interpreted in order to enhance the 348 comparability of studies. This will be an important contribution towards building a robust body 349 of evidence of the impact of agriculture on nutrition and food security at global level. 
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Box 1 Food group classification 6 Provide detailed information on the food group classification used to construct the FGI (e.g. total number and names the food groups) Score 7 Report how the FGI was computed Cut-off point 8 Specify whether a cut-off point was used to create a dichotomous indicator or whether the distribution of the score (e.g. quantiles) was used for analytical purposes
